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Research that focuses on people’s work values generally considers how values 
are related to affective and behavioural outcomes. Values research often 
includes how people’s own work values fit with the values of their group, their 
manager or their organisation. Practitioners often focus on how to influence 
people’s values in an effort to capture the benefits of linking people’s values with 
outcomes, or reap the reported advantages of having groups of people with 
congruent values.  
 
A question not often considered is the ethical implications of influencing people’s 
work values. Values are people’s core beliefs about what is important. They 
shape their understanding of work and how they interact with other people. In 
posing this question we consider the impact of trying to shape different people’s 
values and the impact that this may have on individuals and the community more 
broadly. We ask the question of what responsibility do employers have in 
shaping the work values of people who will in all likelihood move through a 
number of positions in their working life. The paper is structured to consider the 
issue from the perspective of business ethics and our contemporary 
understanding of ethical issues currently faced by organisations. 
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Ethical considerations for using values to manage in the workplace 
 
 
The ethical considerations in managing with values are not often considered in 
organisations. Questions that are generally not asked include: Should 
organisations be attempting to change individuals’ core beliefs? What 
responsibilities does an organisation have to employees and the community 
more broadly when attempting to shape employee values? What are the 
implications for the individual, the organisation and the community when 
managing values is unsuccessful? 
 
The issue of individual and organisational values, values fit, managing values 
and ethics and ethical behaviour in organisations are all inextricably linked. 
Failure by organisations to recognise and address this interaction may lead to 
unsanctioned and detrimental organisational practises. Ethical organisations has 
again become a hot topic with the collapse of large companies such as Enron. 
Instances where seemingly successful organisations dramatically fold are 
prominent in employee, manager, stakeholder and researchers’ minds alike. It 
has prompted a refocusing on ethical issues.  
 
 
The consequences of unethical organisational behaviour 
 
 
In many instances there may be few consequences to the individual employee 
when acting unethically, though recent spotlight on ethical behaviour has seen 
employees, managers and CEOs held accountable for practises that have 
become part of accepted organisational behaviours in their workplace. In addition 
to the individual ramifications, the business costs can be high and diverse. 
Thomas, Schermerhorn and Dienhart (2004) present a model which outlines 
three levels of business costs associated with unethical organisational decisions. 
According to the model, level 1 costs relate to government fines and penalties 
that are handed down in punishment for unethical behaviour that breeches 
government regulations or standards.  To large organisations these monetary 
penalties are the least serious and have the least impact on business functioning. 
These represent the most survivable form of ramification for an ethical breech 
(Thomas, Schermerhorn & Dienhart, 2004). 
 
Level 2 costs encompass the “clean up costs” (Thomas, Schermerhorn & 
Dienhart, 2004) of dealing with government sanctions and action. This level 
includes such things as: attorney costs; administrative costs associated with 
auditing processes that may emanate from an investigation; and costs to cover 
any remedial action that is needed in order to rectify the breech. Like level 1 
costs these are primarily monetary costs, and while they may be expensive, they 
are likely to be survivable and exert minimal impact on the functioning of most 
organisations.  
 3
 
Level 3 costs on the other hand are far more severe and wide spreading. These 
costs reflect the social implications and disbursement of unethical behaviour and 
include such things as: loss of reputation; customer deflection and abandonment; 
and decreases in employee morale which are often accompanied by increased 
cynicism and turnover (Thomas, Schermerhorn & Dienhart, 2004). Results from a 
recent Cone-Roper poll (2002) which assessed public reactions toward unethical 
corporate behaviour found that: 91% of those surveyed  would consider 
swapping over and using another company’s product/service, with 76% reporting 
they would boycott the company’s products/services altogether; 68% reported 
they would be less loyal to a job at that company, with 80% reporting they would 
refuse to work at the company. These figures help quantify the wide spread 
devastation resulting from unethical organisational behaviour, which in some 
instances can ultimately result in company break-down and failure. Seeing as the 
costs of unethical organisational behaviour are potentially devastating, we now 
turn to further explore the role that organisations play in shaping the values and 
ethical behaviours of its employees.  
 
 
Managing with values 
 
 
Employee values are ingrained personal beliefs which act to guide and direct 
individual behaviour. In a more strict sense, values can be defined as: “an 
enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is 
personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or 
end-state of existence,” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5). In the workplace, the level of 
congruence between employee values and organisational values –  sometimes 
termed person-organisation fit – has been associated with both positive 
employee and organisational outcomes, such as, increased satisfaction, reduced 
intentions to quit and reduced turnover (e.g., Chatman, 1991; O’Reilly, Chatman 
& Caldwell, 1991; Vandenberghe, 1999). Typically, employee-organisation value 
congruence is achieved via one of three main routes – selection, socialisation or 
development. Firstly, value congruence can be achieved during the recruitment 
and selection process. Specifically, organisations may actively seek to select 
employees who have values that are in alignment with those of the organisation. 
Secondly, value congruence can be achieved via the passive alignment of 
employee and organisational values during the normal socialisation processes. 
Thirdly, organisations can actively intervene to change or reshape employee 
values via the implementation of employee development programs (Maierhofer, 
Kabanoff & Griffin, 2002).  
 
Of particular relevance to the present review are the latter two methods of 
achieving value congruence – namely socialisation and employee development 
programs. It is often taken for granted that organizational practices and initiatives 
are conducted, first and foremost, with the interests of the employees in mind. 
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However, little attention has been paid to the ethical issues surrounding the role 
organisations play in shaping the values of its employees. In particular, the issue 
addressed in the forthcoming paper is whether or not employers and practitioners 
alike need to consider the ethicalness of value change within organisations.  
 
To help answer these and other questions about the transmission of both ethical 
and unethical organisational values, the literature on business ethics will be 
consulted and reviewed to provide a frame of reference and theoretical 
foundation for discussion and future research.  
 
 
Dimensions of value alignment approaches 
 
 
While selection, socialisation and development programmes all aim to achieve 
the same goal, that of enhancing person-organisation value congruence, each 
approach can be seen to differ on the dimensions of passivity vs. activity and 
transplantation vs. translation. 
 
 
Passivity vs. activity   
 
 
Firstly, both selection and development initiatives can be viewed as ‘active’ 
strategies that organisations engage in to increase value congruence – that is 
organisations either actively seek to select or actively seek to reshape employee 
values so as to achieve maximum value congruence. Socialisation on the other 
hand can be seen as a more passive route for achieving the same goal. 
Specifically, according to Schneider’s (1987) attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) 
model:  
“The process of attraction to organizations, selection into organizations, 
and attrition from organizations will produce a restriction of range over time 
on a whole host of unspecified individual difference variables. 
Consequently, the people who remain in the organization will come to find 
themselves working with colleagues much like themselves because the 
“fit” is better,” (Denton, 1999, p. 1)   
 
Therefore, during the socialisation process new employees will ‘self-select in’ if 
they perceive their to be an adequate level of value alignment between their 
personal values and those of the organisation, alternatively, they can opt to ‘self 
select out’ or  leave the organisation if organisational values are in conflict with 
their personal values. 
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Transplantation vs. translation  
 
 
Socialisation and development initiatives in particular can also be seen to differ in 
the extent to which they represent value translation or value transplantation 
(Berg, Poulfelt & Sevon, 1998). Specifically, socialisation processes can be seen 
as a translation approach, whereby employees receive and filter organisational 
cues and information which they decode or ‘translate’ into perceived 
organisational values (Berg, Poulfelt & Sevon, 1998; Maula & Poulfelt, 2002). 
Employees then, according to the ASA model can either align their values and 
remain with the organisation or choose to self select out. Employee development 
programmes on the other hand can be seen more as a method of value 
‘transplantation’ whereby organisational values or ideas are actively transplanted 
into employees (Berg, Poulfelt & Sevon, 1998; Maula & Poulfelt, 2002). 
Translation of values can be seen to be more in the control of the individual 
employee. However transplantation can be seen as more institutionalised which 
consequently removes a degree of individual decision latitude of whether or not 
to accept the value change.  
 
 
Ethical issues surrounding value alignment approaches 
  
 
In particular consideration of these latter two approaches to value change – 
socialisation and employee development initiatives – several pertinent ethical 
issues arise. The following sections briefly outline some of the ethical 
considerations organisations face in relation to, (1) the socialisation perspective 
of value transmission and, (2) the deliberate engineering of employee values via 
development initiatives. 
 
 
Socialisation: The filtering of Ethical and Unethical Values 
 
 
The role of organisational climate in shaping values 
 
 
Firstly, from an organisational climate perspective (Schneider, 1987) perspective, 
organisational policies, procedures and practices act as tools for employee 
socialisation. Specifically, perceptions of organisational polices, procedures and 
practices, inform employees of the organisations values. These perceptions of 
organisational values inturn act to create behaviour-outcome expectations which 
inturn act to guide in-role behaviours. Therefore, because organisational policies, 
procedures and practices signal to employees the values of the organisation and 
consequently act to inform employees of desired behaviours, organisations need 
to consider the ethicalness of the values they are transmitting; as these values 
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could be unduly luring their employees to engage in unethical behaviours.  
 
 
The role of leadership in shaping values 
 
 
Another major way in which unethical values and behaviours are transmitted in 
organisations is via interactions with ones leader or supervisor. For ethical 
conduct to be valued within an organisation there needs to be a top-down filtering 
of an organisation’s espoused values to all levels within an organisation. Often 
the ‘communicators’ or enactors of an organisation’s espoused values and 
beliefs are front line managers and supervisors. Specifically, from a social 
learning perspective (SLT; Bandura, 1977) it is proposed that employees learn to 
self-regulate their behaviours from observing their environment or social context. 
In particular employees model the behaviours of significant (e.g., supervisor or 
manager) persons within their environment. Therefore, due to the apparent role 
managers’ play in the transmission of organisational values, it becomes apparent 
that organisations have an ethical responsibility to be ethical role models.  
 
In their work on high-reliability nuclear power plants Weick, Sutcliffe and Obstfeld 
(1999) coined the term “mindfulness,” which in this context referred to a type of 
collective consciousness or enriched awareness of the dangerous nature of the 
work. This collective consciousness or mindfulness translated itself into a 
heightened level of personal responsibility of all employees to avert potential 
catastrophic outcomes. While in this example mindfulness was related to safety-
specific behaviours, it can be argued that the various values of the organisation 
(safety or otherwise) can create various forms of employee mindfulness, which 
inturn guide behaviour. In relation to the creation of ethical behaviour amongst 
employees, Thomas, Schermerhorn and Dienhart (2004) write that:  
 
“Ethics is a matter of “reflective conduct” in which ethical thinking becomes a 
foundation for ethical behaviour...Ethical mindfulness becomes a form of self-
regulation that causes one to behave with an ethical consciousness from one 
decision or behaviour event to another.” (p. 61). 
 
According to SLT and in line with the arguments put forth by Thomas, 
Schermerhorn and Dienhart (2004), managers and leaders are to a large extent 
responsible for the modelling of ethical behaviour in organisations. Specifically, 
Thomas, Schermerhorn and Dienhart (2004) propose that ethics mindfulness is 
both responsive and dependent upon leadership behaviours and support. That is, 
employees need assistance in attaining self-regulatory challenges, such as 
following prescribed safe working procedures and maintaining sufficient self-
discipline and fortitude to do what is required of them. Consequently it becomes 
evident that ethical leadership is a moral responsibility for all organisations to 
ensure that responsible ‘mindfulness’ sets are created amongst its employees.  
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However, the approach an organisation takes toward shaping the ethical 
behaviour of its employees has a huge impact on employee attitudes and 
behaviours Trevino, Weaver, Gibson & Toffler, 1999). In order to create the norm 
of ethical conduct within an organisation there are two basic approaches that 
management can take – a values based or integrity based approach and a 
standards based or compliance based approach (Sharp-Paine, 1994). According 
to Sharp-Paine (1994) values based (originally termed integrity based) 
approaches aim to achieve self-regulation (or ethical mindfulness) whereby 
behaviour is guided by internal self selected standards and values of excellence. 
Values based approaches aim to encourage responsible, internally driven and 
self-managed conduct. Standards based (originally termed compliance based) 
approaches on the other hand are more rules based and rely on externally set 
standards (e.g., rules, regulations and laws) as a means for guiding ethical 
behaviour. Standards based approaches aim to achieve conformity to a 
minimally set external benchmark and are designed to prevent drastic unethical 
deviance, such as criminal behaviour (Sharp-Paine, 1994).  The basic contract 
between the two approaches is whether or not people’s behaviours are being 
driven by values (i.e., values/integrity based approaches) or by law 
(standards/compliance based approaches). 
 
As mentioned above standards based approaches only require and only aim to 
achieve behavioural conformity to a minimally set external benchmark, whereas 
values based approaches aim for higher level individual responsibility and a 
shared collective “ethical mindfulness.” In this latter approach, individual’s are not 
driven by law or rules, but rather are guided by a higher level ‘acting-out’ of the 
individual and organisational values they have decided to adopt (Sharp-Paine, 
1994; Thomas, Schermerhorn and Dienhart, 2004). Due to the differing level of 
cognitive engagement and affective responsibility for ones own ethical behaviour, 
the effectiveness of each approach is not equivalent – with values-based 
approaches being more successful in creating and sustaining ethical mindfulness 
across a broad spectrum of contexts and situations.  
 
Support for this proposition comes from Trevino, Weaver, Gibson and Toffler 
(1999) who found that the “specific characteristics of the formal ethics or 
compliance program matter less than broader perceptions of the program’s 
orientation toward values and ethical aspirations. What helps the most are 
consistency between policies and action as well as dimension’s of the 
organisations ethical culture such as ethical leadership…” (p.131). In this study a 
sample of 10, 000 employees from all organisational levels in six large American 
companies from a variety of industries were sampled. The companies included in 
the study varied in their ethics/compliance program approaches. Results 
indicated that values based approaches out performed standards based 
approaches on several ethics dimensions (Trevino, Weaver, Gibson & Toffler, 
1999). Specifically, employees at companies who adopted values based 
approaches reported: greater awareness of ethical/legal issues that arise at 
work; less engagement in unethical behaviour; greater self-initiated information 
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seeking behaviours for ethical advice when faced with an ethical situation; 
increased reporting of ethical violations; greater consideration of ethical issues in 
day to day decision making and greater employee commitment to the 
organisation. Consequently from such research it appears that organisations and 
employees alike would benefit more from adopting a program that is directed 
towards vales, whereby organisational values as well as employee accountability 
for ethical conduct are incorporated to create a shared ethical mindfulness within 
the organisation (Trevino, Weaver, Gibson & Toffler,1999). To this avail, ethical 
leadership is vital in modelling the appropriate behaviours and in creating a 
shared ethical mindfulness amongst all employees.  
 
 
Special case of value change: Newcomer malleability  
 
 
Corruption and unethical behaviour in organisations can only continue if 
newcomers to an organisation also begin to exhibit the unethical behaviours that 
the organisation is encouraging (Anand, Ashforth & Joshi, p. 44). In this section 
we attempt to answer the question: Why do newcomers to organisations, who 
typically have no prior history of unethical acts, adopt and continue the unethical 
practices of an organisation? (Anand, Ashforth & Joshi, 2004). In answering this 
question the underpinnings of the ASA model of work socialisation and Ashforth 
and Anand’s (2003) 3-processes of newcomer socialisation are reviewed to 
provide a theoretical underpinning for explaining why new employees are likely to 
‘model’ and perpetuate seemingly unethical organisational behaviours.  
 
Firstly, ASA models provide for a general understanding of the way in which 
unethical behaviours are perpetuated via newcomers. As mentioned previously 
according to the ASA model of work socialisation, newcomers ‘self-select in’ if 
they perceive their to be an adequate level of value alignment between their 
personal values and those of the organisation, alternatively, they can opt to ‘self 
select out’ or  leave the organisation if organisational values are in conflict with 
their personal values. Paradoxically, this latter option – self-selection out – acts 
to facilitate the perpetuation of unethical behaviour within organisation’s. 
Specifically, the socialisation process facilitates the attraction of ‘like-mined’ or in 
this case ‘like-valued’ employees to the organisation who are willing to carry out 
unethical acts and behaviours.   
 
Often however, newcomers may not be in a position to simply leave their job if 
they discover their values are divergent from those enacted in their new 
organisation. In such cases, even though value-incongruence exists, 
socialisation tactics often entice newcomers to ‘go-along’ with the unethical 
organisational behaviour. Ashforth and Anand (2003), from their review of the 
white collar crime literature, identify three particular processes which encourage 
newcomers to engage in unethical behaviours: 1) co-optation, 2) incrementalism, 
and 3) compromise. Firstly, in co-optation Ashforth and Anand (2003) propose 
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that subtle rewards are used as a means to induce attitude change toward 
unethical organisational behaviour. The rewards may be subtle, therefore the 
individual may not be fully cognisant that these ‘rewards’ had influenced their 
attitudes and behaviours (Anand, Ashforth & Joshi, 2004).  
 
A second socialisation process is incrementalism, in which newcomers are slowly 
and gradually introduced and exposed to the unethical actions and organisational 
behaviours (Ashforth & Anand, 2003).  Anand, Ashforth & Joshi (2004) write: 
 
“Newcomers are gradually introduced to corrupt acts. Initially, the 
newcomers are induced to perform an act that is only slightly deviant. This 
act, although small, creates some cognitive dissonance. To relieve the 
dissonance, the newcomer grasps at ready rationalisations offered by 
peers,” (p 45). 
 
The rationalisation of ‘minor’ ethical deviances helps the newcomer to normalise 
their behaviour and accept that ‘this is the way things are done around here’. 
This process of introduction to incrementally severe corrupt acts, followed by 
rationalisation and normalisation helps the newcomer ‘climb the corruption 
ladder’ and gradually come to accept ‘unethical’ values and ensuing behaviour as 
routine and accepted (Anand, Ashforth & Joshi, 2004). 
 
The third socialisation process, compromise, is the process whereby newcomers 
attempt to resolve the subsequent conflict or dilemma created by the witnessing 
of unethical organisational values and behaviour. Here, the newcomer attempts 
to compromise or negotiation a solution (Ashforth & Anand, 2003). In such 
situations, the newcomer almost always has to ‘back-down’ and accept an 
alternative solution that, outside of the work context, they might have not 
normally agreed to. These three socialisation processes often act in conjunction 
with one another and also often act to reinforce one another (Anand, Ashforth & 
Joshi, 2004) and consequently operate to shape and change newcomer values 
so they are in alignment with the enacted values of the organisation.  
 
Newcomers however are in a unique situation, as they impressionable and are 
also potentially more eager to ‘please’ so to speak. Consequently, due to their 
increased desire to satisfy their new supervisors and co-workers, newcomers 
may be more willing to follow and model their peers and supervisors enacted 
values and resultant behaviours – even if this means engagement in unethical 
behaviour. Therefore, the question arises: Are new comer values being corrupted 
because they lack the ‘voice’ to attest unethical behaviour? Upon reflection of the 
various socialisation processes that newcomers are bombarded with upon entry 
into a new organisation, it is quite possible that organisations who themselves 
enact and practice unethical values are unduly corrupting or unethically changing 
the values of impressionable newcomers.   
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Ethical Issues Surrounding the Engineering of Employee Values 
 
  
The Creation of Unethical Employees? 
 
 
 If organisations seek to actively reshape employee values to match the values of 
the organisation, the question needs to be asked: For whom does this reshaping 
best serve – the employee or the organisation? It could be argued that the 
reshaping of employee values is in fact doing a disservice to the individual 
employee. This is because in the course of a career, individuals are likely to 
transgress through several different jobs with several different organisations, 
each of whom would presumably have a different set of core organisational 
values. Therefore, if organisations intervene and engineer their employee’s 
values, are they effectively minimising the chances of that employee ‘fitting in’ 
with the values of another organization? If the answer to this question is yes or 
even maybe, then the ethicalness of value change programs also needs to be 
seriously considered. 
 
When undergoing value change it is possible that organisations are in fact 
serving their own needs more so than the needs of their employees. Specifically, 
organisations arguably have more gain than individual employees from value 
reshaping in the forms of less co-worker conflict and possibly even greater 
productivity. The potentially greater afforded benefit of value reshaping to 
organisations, as opposed to employees, is in conflict with many ethical models 
and guidelines which state that the welfare of the client – in this case employees 
– should be considered first and foremost, with many guidelines citing clauses 
such as “consulting firms have to guard client interests and….act as a faithful 
agent/trustee for the client,” (Maula & Poulfelt, 2002, p.131). Therefore, when the 
organisation has more to gain than the employee they are disregarding this 
primary ethical consideration.  
 
 
Conclusions 
 
 
Can it not be argued that selection procedures aimed at maximising person-
organisation fit and employee initiated self selection (in or out) via routine 
socialisation processes are more appropriate means than development 
programmes for enhancing value congruence? Is it appropriate to influence 
employee values? Indeed, are we opening up the potential for other influences 
within an organisation to also shape their values? We could be encouraging 
practises that lead to the transmission of unethical values in organisations. 
Perhaps the distinction between an individuals values and the values of the 
organisation provides sufficient distance for individuals to forgo there own moral 
compass and stand silent witness or even participant in unethical organisational 
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behaviours. Through the process of trying to shape people’s values a divide 
between their own values and the values of the organisation is created. This 
distinction is justified and even encouraged by the implementation of 
organisational values statements and initiatives. Rather than changing people’s 
core values it creates another realm for behaviour. I behave inline with my own 
values in my own time and space, but at work I act in accordance with the values 
of the organisation. Increased distance between personal behaviour and 
personal moral accountability is fraught with danger.  
 
Most work that has considered managing by values assumes a morally 
responsible approach. Nijhof & Fisscher (1997) describe the following distinction 
when considering values based management:  Immoral policies (furthering ones 
own interests at all costs), amoral policies (considers only economic interests), 
morally responsible policies (considers both the moral and economic issues), and 
a-economic policies (solely moral focus). The espoused values of an 
organisation will typically be morally responsible with some balance of moral and 
economic focus. There is probably a band of acceptable combinations which 
favour either the moral or economic focus, but overall it is to be expected that 
both moral and economic issues feature in organisations. Similarly, while official 
values policies are morally responsible, so to are official values management 
programs. But it may not be these values which are transferred, the message 
may translate to we succeed through our enacted values. Where the enacted 
and espoused values diverge the reinforcement of the negative values may 
ensue. Strategies that aim to increase the malleability of people values through 
values change or management mechanisms may make people more susceptible 
to potential negative influences of values. Furthermore, values statements about 
the values of the organisation may foster the distance that people use to justify 
the gap between their behaviour at work and home. Perhaps values statements 
shouldn’t be about the organisation but individuals and should extend to general 
behaviours and not just work behaviours. Most importantly values statements 
should be value practises – a point which is not new but perhaps more pertinent 
than ever. 
 
 
 12
References 
 
 
Anand, V., Ashforth, B., & Joshi, M. (2004). Business as usual: The acceptance 
and perpetuation of corruption in organizations. Academy of Management 
Executive, 18 (2), 39-53.  
 
Ashforth, B. E. & Anand, V. (2003). The normalization of corruption in 
organizations. In R. M. Kramer & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in 
 
Bandura, A. (1977). Social Learning Theory. Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice-Hall.  
 
 
Chatman, J. (1991). Matching people and organizations: Selection and 
socialisation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36, 459-484. 
 
 
Cone-Roper, (2002). National Survey Finds Americans Intend to Punish 
Corporate “Bad Guys,” and Reward Good Ones. Retrieved from 
www.coneinc.com/pages/pr_13. html.  
 
Denton, D. W. (1999). The attraction-selection-attrition model of organizational  
behaviour and the homogeneity of managerial personality. Current 
Research in Social Psychology, 4 (8), 1-9.  
 
Fisher, C., & Lovell, A. (2003). Business Ethics and Values. Essex, England: 
Prentice Hall 
 
Fulop, G., Hisrich, R. D., & Szegedi, K. (2000). Business ethics and social 
responsibility in transition economies. The Journal of Management 
Development, 19 (1), 5-31. 
 
Maierhofer, N., Kabanoff, B., & Griffin, M. (2002). The influence of values in 
organizations: Linking values and outcomes at multiple levels of analysis. 
International Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 17, 217-
263. 
 
Maula, M., & Poulfelt, F. (2002). Fit and misfit between codes of conduct and 
reality in management consulting. In M. Pava., & P. Primeaux. (Eds.) Re-
imaging Business Ethics: Meaningful Solutions for a Global Economy. 
Oxford: Elsevier Science Ltd. 
 
O’Reilly, C. A., Chatman, J., & Caldwell, D. F. (1991). People and organizational 
culture : A profile comparison approach to assessing person-organization fit. 
Academy of Management Journal, 34, 487-516. 
 
 13
Schneider, B. (1987). The people make the place. Personnel Psychology, 40, 
437-453. 
Sharp Paine, L. (1994). Managing for Organizational Integrity. Harvard Business 
Review, March 01, 1994. 
Thomas,T., Schermerhorn, J. R., & Dienhart, J. (2004). Strategic leadership of 
ethical behaviour in business. Academy of Management Review, 18 (2), 56-
66. 
 
Trevino, L. K., Weaver, G. R., Gibson, D. G., & Toffler, B. L. (1999). Managing 
ethics and legal compliance: What works and what hurts. Californian 
Management Review, 41 (2), 131-151.  
 
Vandenberghe, C. (1999). Organization culture, person-culture fit, and turnover: 
A replication in the health care industry.  Journal of Organizational 
Behaviour, 20, 175-184.  
 
Weick, K. E., Sutcliffe, K. M., & Obstfeld, D. (1999). Organizing for high reliability: 
Processes of collective mindfulness. In, B. Straw., & R. Sutton (Eds). 
Research in Organizational Behavior, (Vol. 21, 81-123).Greenwich, C.N: JAI 
Press. 
 14
